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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-32 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) 03 Claim(s) 10-16 and 32 is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1-9 and 17-31 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing (s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Remarks 

1. Applicant's remarks as filed on 12/14/05 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant presents arguments of which the previously cited prior art 
references fail to establish/teach: 

A) prima facie case of obviousness for claims 1-9 and 29-31 ; 

B) dropping pixels from a reference frame of video, and after dropping pixels, 
decoding the dropped pixels to form a drift reference frame, and prima facie case of 
obviousness for claims 17-18 and 23-24; 

C) claims limitations for 18 and 24; 

D) claims limitations for 19 and 25; 

E) claims limitations for 20-21 and 26-27; and 

F) claims limitations for 22 and 28. 

However, after careful scrutiny of the previously cited prior art references, the 
Examiner must respectively disagree, and maintain the grounds of rejection for the 
reasons that follow. 

In response to arguments A), Applicant is reminded that Morel's (primary) 
reference was introduced for teaching MPEG transcoder having drift compensation 
(Fig. 1, see DCL), comprising an inverse quantizer for inverse quantizing at least one 
coefficient to produce an inverse quantized coefficient block as previously discussed. 

All of the remaining claims limitations of which Morel's reference lacks for claims 
1 , 4, 29 are clearly met/taught by Liu et al's (secondary) reference. 

In other words, Liu et al does not necessarily have to discuss any teaching of drift 
reduction or drift compensation, since Morel's (primary) reference already establishes 
the teaching of drift compensation. It is only necessary that Liu et al's reference belong 
in a relevant art (class) with respect to Morel's reference for further supporting inventive 
technique(s) as a secondary reference. 
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Applicant also argues that Liu only teaches "coefficient dropping" when his 
process enters "panic mode". Therefore, there is no teaching in Liu of coefficient 
dropping for or in the context of drift compensation. 

In response, once again Liu et al does not necessarily have to discuss any 
teaching of drift reduction or drift compensation, since Morel's (primary) reference 
already establishes the teaching of drift compensation. Furthermore, substantially all of 
the independent claims with respect to argument A) discusses drift 
reduction/compensation only in two occasions ( preamble and the last line of the 
corresponding independent claims ). 

Furthermore, Liu et al does teach forming a dropped coefficient block (col. 8, 
lines 51-59). Liu teaches at block 618 coefficient drop being performed as required, and 
at block 700, the processing mode (a transcode mode (Fig. 7, 740), bypass mode (750), 
or re-quantize mode (755)) selection is made (col. 8, lines 51-59). Therefore, Applicant's 
"panic mode" is considered irrelevant even if the concept of coefficient dropping is only 
carried out when panic mode is entered, since Liu et al indeed teaches the processes 
(method steps) in which to derive/produce drift reduction/compensation as claimed for 
supporting Morel's (primary) lacking claim limitations. 

Further, if a transcode mode is selected, Figs. 3a-3b clearly illustrate a prior 
art/simplified transcoder that performs full transcoding, which is one of the transcoding 
modes that may be selected in accordance with the invention (col. 2, lines 24-30). 
Furthermore, since Liu teaches dropping at least one coefficient in the block (618), 
which is an immediate step before processing of the mode selection (700), when full 
transcoding mode (Figs. 3a-3b) is performed as selected by the processing mode (700), 
the result of the typical DCT (Discrete Cosine Transform)(Figs. 3a-3b, 370) process 
would be forming a dropped coefficient block (comprising transform coefficients) 
containing at least one coefficient, since at least one coefficient in the block has been 
dropped as discussed in the element (618) at the beginning (onset) of full transcoding 
mode. 
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Therefore, the inventive concepts of drift reduction/compensation is met by 
Morel's (primary) reference and the processes (method steps) in which to 
derive/produce drift reduction/compensation is met by Liu et al's (secondary) reference. 

Moreover, in response to Applicant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

In response to Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion/motivation to 
combine the references, the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art . See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

In response to arguments B) . Liu et al discloses the MPEG transcoder 
(Fig. 3(b)) having motion compensation, comprising: 

dropping pixels from a reference frame of video (Fig. 6, 618; col. 3, lines 9-32); 
and after dropping pixels (limitation fully described below), decoding (Fig. 3(a), elements 
310, 315, 325; Fig. 3(b), elements 315 and 384) the dropped pixels to form a reduced 
reference frame (Previous_FrameBuffer 351 ). 

Initially, Liu does teach dropping a coefficient in the block (618). However, Liu 
further teaches at block 618, coefficient drop being performed as required, and at block 
700, the processing mode (a transcode mode (Fig. 7, 740), bypass mode (750), or re- 
quantize mode (755)) selection being made (col. 8, lines 51-59). 

If a transcode mode is selected, Figs. 3(a) and 3(b) clearly illustrate a transcoder 
that performs full transcoding, which is one of the transcoding modes that may be 
selected in accordance with the invention (col. 2, lines 24-30). Furthermore, since Liu 
teaches dropping at least one coefficient in the block (618), which is an immediate step 
before processing of the mode selection (700), when the full transcoding mode (Figs. 
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3a-3b) is performed as selected by the processing mode (700), the result of the typical 
decoding [VLD (315); inverse DCT (IDCT) (Fig. 3a, 325; Fig. 3b, 384)] process 
would result in decoding dropped coefficient(s) in the block (618), thereby outputting the 
dropped pixels (conversion to pixel domain data) to form a reduced reference frame 
(Previous_FrameBuffer 351 ). Therefore, the conversion by decoding process changed 
the coefficients from frequency domain to the pixel domain. Since, there were already 
dropped coefficients as discussed above as an input, the dropped coefficients were 
simply converted to the dropped pixels 10 coefficient ( frequency domain) converted to 
the 0 pixel ( pixel domain) is always 0). 

Note: an inverse DCT (IDCT) processes the coefficients to provide pixel domain 
data (col. 5, lines 35-45 and lines 66-67; col. 6, line 1). 

Therefore, in view of the reasons as discussed above, dropping pixels are met by 
element 618 of Fig. 6, due to conversion from frequency domain to the pixel domain as 
discussed. 

As per prima facie case of obviousness for claims 17-18 and 23-24, see 
discussion(s) directly below. 

In response to Applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

In response to Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion/motivation to 
combine the references, the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art . See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

In response to argument C) . Morel discloses the current frame having a 
plurality of motion vectors, and the drift compensator compensating for each of the 
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motion vectors (col. 5, lines 54-66). Furthermore, Le Clerc teaches the mapping as 
previously discussed. 

Therefore, by incorporating all of teachings as above, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the relevant art to recognize the mapping being carried 
out for each of the motion vectors. 

In response to argument P) , Morel discloses an inverse quantizer (Fig. 1 , IQ2) 
for inverse quantizing at least one coefficient to produce an inverse quantized 
coefficient block. 

Furthermore, Liu et al teaches: 

forming a dropped coefficient block containing the at least one coefficient (col. 8, 
lines 51-59); More detail follows; 

Liu does teach forming a dropped coefficient block (col. 8, lines 51-59). Liu 
teaches at block 618 coefficient drop being performed as required, and at block 700, the 
processing mode (a transcode mode (Fig. 7, 740), bypass mode (750), or re-quantize 
mode (755)) selection is made (col. 8, lines 51-59). 

If a transcode mode is selected, Figs. 3a-3b clearly illustrate a prior art/simplified 
transcoder that performs full transcoding, which is one of the transcoding modes that 
may be selected in accordance with the invention (col. 2, lines 24-30). Furthermore, 
since Liu teaches dropping at least one coefficient in the block (618), which is an 
immediate step before processing of the mode selection (700), when full transcoding 
mode (Figs. 3a-3b) is performed as selected by the processing mode (700), the result of 
the typical DCT (Discrete Cosine Transform)(Figs. 3a-3b, 370) process would be 
forming a dropped coefficient block (comprising transform coefficients) containing at 
least one coefficient, since at least one coefficient in the block has been dropped as 
discussed in the element (618) at the beginning (onset) of full transcoding mode; 

an inverse quantizer (Fig. 3(a), 320) for inverse quantizing at least one coefficient 
to produce an inverse quantized dropped coefficient block; and 

an inverse DCT (325) for inversely discrete cosine transforming the inverse 
quantized dropped coefficient block to produce a reduced block. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of skill in the relevant art 
employing an apparatus/method of drift compensating a current frame as taught by 
Morel to incorporate the concepts as taught by Liu et al so as to produce a drift 
reduction block as an efficient way to drift compensate the current frame, thereby at 
least estimating the noise level in a video sequence and increasing time efficiency and 
also increasing an image quality due to the drift reduction/compensation. 

Note: see also response to argument B) above, if necessary. 

In response to arguments El Liu et al discloses dropping a plurality of 
coefficients in the block containing high frequency coefficients (col. 7, lines 35-40). 

In response to arguments F) , Morel discloses compensating by adding the 
block of video from the current frame to the block in the drift reference frame (Fig. 2, see 
S1). 

For all of the reasons as set forth above, the Applicant's arguments are 
considered moot. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6 and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Morel (6,498,814 B1) in view of Liu et al (6,904,094 B1) as previously discussed in 
the last Office action as filed on 10/13/05. 

4. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morel and Liu et al as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Le Clerc 
(6,307,888 B1 ) as previously discussed in the last Office action as filed on 10/13/05. 
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5. Claims 17-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morel (6,498,814 B1) in view of Liu et al (6,904,094 B1) and Le Clerc (6,307,888 B1) as 
previously discussed in the last Office action as filed on 10/13/05. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 10-16 and 32 are allowed. 

Claims 10-15 and 32 include novel features (all of the limitations combined as a 
whole, emphasized), wherein the art of records fail to anticipate or make obvious the 
novel features. 

Claim 16 is allowed as having at least all of the claimed limitations as set forth in 
independent claim 10. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Shawn S. An whose telephone number is 571-272-7324. 

9. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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10. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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